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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 06 August 2008 . 
2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 -20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
McDonald (US 7,054,833 B1). 

As to claim 1 , McDonald shows interrogating a data file of property owner 
addresses (col. 12 lines 32-35); comparing the addresses to database addresses 
certified to be in existence (col. 9 lines 1-4 where the specific type of database is 
considered non-functional descriptive language since it does not functional affected the 
recited steps). McDonald does not expressly show assigning a probable escheat 
jurisdiction based on the comparison. However, McDonald does show determining the 
address of the previous owner and contacting the owner at the last known address. 
Examiner takes official notice that it is old and well known in the art to assign a probable 
escheat jurisdiction based on the last known address of the property owner (Texas v. 
New Jersey [379 U.S. 674 (1 965)]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to incorporate the method of assigning probable escheat jurisdiction based on 
the comparison since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements and 
in the combination each element merely would have performed the same function as it 
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did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results 
of the combination were predictable. 

As to claims 2-6, examiner takes official notice that it is old and well known in 
the art to determine an error range or confidence code for calculations and editing 
information such as addresses based on comparison. For example, when conducting a 
population census that takes into account the residences of the population, an error 
range is always calculated. 

As to claims 7-18, examiner takes official notice that it is old and well known in 
the art to use comparison methods in determining escheat jurisdiction. For example, 
the current location of the property is compared with the last known location of the 
owner when determining escheat jurisdiction. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the various comparison editing methods in determining the 
escheat jurisdiction since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old known 
elements. 

As to claim 19, McDonald shows generating a report (col .9 lines 50-60). 

As to claim 20, McDonald shows using computer coupled to the internet (Fig.1). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed August 8, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant's first argument that McDonald shows searching a name to retrieve an 
address where as the invention begins with an address and searches a database is 
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irrelevant. The claim as recited does not expressly show beginning with an address to 
be searched. Rather, the claim recites "interrogating a data base of property owner 
addresses" which is interpreted to be searching a database as shown by McDonald 
(col.12 lines 32-35). 

As to the applicant's second argument that McDonald does not teach comparing 
an address to a US Postal Service certified database is not valid. McDonald shows 
using an address database which would be used to verify the accuracy of addresses 
(col .9 lines 12-15). Moreover, the specific type of database used is considered non- 
functional descriptive language and thus is not given patentable weight. The recited 
method steps would be performed the same regardless of the specific type of database 
used in the comparing step. Thus, when the prior art describes all of the claimed 
structural and functional relationships between descriptive material and the substrate, 
but the prior art describes a different descriptive material than the claim, then the 
claimed descriptive material is non-functional and will not constitute a sufficient 
difference from the prior art to establish patentability. The USPTO need not give 
patentable weight to descriptive material absent a new and unobvious functional 
relationship between the descriptive material and the substrate. See In re Ngai, 367 
F.3d 1336, 1338, 70 USPQ2d 1862, 1863-64 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 

In response to applicant's third argument that McDonald does not teach 
determining the correct escheat state, is not given patentable weight since it is 
considered intended use of the method. The method being adapted to determine the 
correct escheat state is irrelevant since the intended use does not change the overall 
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functionality of the method. The intended use must result in a manipulative difference 
as compared to the prior art. See In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re 
Otto, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 

As to claims 2-6 and 7-18, the use of official notice is maintained because the 
applicant did not properly traverse the official notice. The applicant did not specifically 
point out the supposed errors in the official notice such as stating why the noticed fact is 
not considered to be common knowledge as required by MPEP 2144.03(C). The 
common knowledge statements are taken to be admitted prior art because the applicant 
did not adequately traverse the assertion of official notice. 

As to claim 19, the specific content of the report is considered non-functional 
descriptive language and thus is not given patentable weight. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to VERN CUMARASEGARAN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3273. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:30am- 
5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on 571-272-6812. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/V. C.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 3629 
/John G. Weiss/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3629 
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